Abstract. The argument for proving Corollary 3.5 is insu‰cient; we fill in the gap here. Also, the first two statements of Proposition 4.1 may not be true in general in the case i ¼ 1, but for the main results it su‰ces to use them over a su‰ciently small U, where they hold. These results are used in the proof of Theorem 0.2, but its statement remains unchanged in the crucial case i ¼ 1; in the (uninteresting) case i ¼ 0 it needs to be modified slightly. We also correct a few other minor inaccuracies. r
p. 102: The first assertion of Proposition 2.8 is wrong: in general the map H 0 ðF ; M Ã Þ ! H 0 ðF ; M Ã Þ 5 is not injective. Take e.g. F ¼ K ¼ Q p and M Ã ¼ ½Z ! G m as on page 99, l. 16. The mistake in the proof is that in order to apply the results of the Appendix one would need the morphism H 0 ðK; Y Ã Þ ! G Ã ðKÞ to be strict, which is not necessarily the case. The only place where this statement was used is in the proof of the case i ¼ 0 of Corollary 3.5 (see the modified statement below). The two other assertions of Proposition 2.8 and their proofs are una¤ected. p. 106: In exact sequence (8) there is a misprint at the beginning of the third term: it should be
pp. 109-110: In the proofs of Theorem 3.4 and Corollary 3.5 we are using implicitly that the maximal divisible subgroups involved equal the subgroups of divisible elements. This holds because we work with torsion groups of finite cotype. 
In the lower row the notation is as in Theorem 3.4; its exactness comes from the fact that the groups being of finite cotype, we have 
divisible, but C may be a proper subgroup of this kernel. An additional statement is needed to justify the divisibility of C. This is the following:
Claim. If n is a power of l, and a is an element of D 1 ðU; MÞ that is n-divisible in H 1 ðU; MÞ and orthogonal to D 1 ðU; M Ã Þ½n, then a is n-divisible in D 1 ðU; MÞ.
To see this, we first state an analogue of [3] , I.6.15.
Lemma. Let n be an integer invertible on U, and S n ðU; MÞ the kernel of the map H p. 111: The first two statements of Proposition 4.1 are in general false for i ¼ 1. The mistake comes from an incorrect interpretation of [3] , II.4.14. There it is shown that for a U-torus T the group H 1 ðU; TÞflg is isomorphic to H 1 À G S ; TðR S Þ Á flg, where R S is the normalization of O k; S in k S , and not to
Nevertheless, for the remaining of the paper (except in Corollary 4.3, which is not used elsewhere; see below), it is su‰cient to know that (1) and (2) hold (for i ¼ 1) over U su‰ciently small. To prove this, one first reduces to the case where M ¼ T is a torus, as explained on p. 112. Then one observes that the statement holds for a norm torus R K j k G m for some finite extension K j k, because H 1 ðU; R K j k G m Þ ¼ PicðU Â k KÞ is zero for U su‰ciently small. The statement then follows for quasi-trivial tori, i.e. finite products of norm tori. Now let T be arbitrary. By Ono's lemma ( [4] , Theorem 1.5.1), there exist m > 0 and a quasi-trivial k-torus R k such that T m k Â R k is isogenous to a quasi-trivial torus. As the statements to be proven are compatible with products and we have just shown them for R k , we may replace T k by T m k Â R k and therefore assume that there is an exact sequence 0 ! F ! R ! T ! 0 with F finite étale over U and R k quasi-trivial. Now the result follows from the associated long exact sequence using the case i ¼ 2, the case of a quasi-trivial torus, and [3] , II.2.9. 
This corollary is not used elsewhere. p. 127: In the proof of (3), when replacing B by B=A 0 we implicitly used the fact that every quotient of B by a closed subgroup is again Hausdor¤, locally compact, compactly generated, and completely disconnected (the latter by [2] , Theorems 3.5. and 7.11).
Thanks to Cristian González-Avilés for pointing out some of the gaps.
